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This paper examines the background of conflicts in the resource management of a specific type of 
‘utmark’ in the agrarian landscape. The historical relationship between empirically experienced 
‘utmark’ and the resource management of archaeological heritage and environment surrounding it is 
analysed. The landscape perceptions of two professional management regimes are used as platforms to 
gain a wider understanding of worldviews in relation to the ‘utmark’ environment. The landscape orders 
are based on a landscape cosmology of prehistoric origin, but which modern versions are scaled 
differently, mirroring changes of worldviews. One management on the other superimposes an extreme 
dissonance of inferiority between contradictive landscapes aesthetics. 
THINKING WITH, ABOUT AND IN-BETWEEN LANDSCAPES 
When dealing with the topic of landscape perception a striking dichotomy is apparent. The 
landscape could represent a territory, which can be apprehended visually, and a set of 
relationships between people and places, which provide the context for everyday conduct 
(Thomas 2001:181). Hence a land- scape refers to a picture in painting and drawing, or to 
natural parts of a country and a province or to a condition, custom and practice (NRO 
1937:2860). While a picture or province may involve thinking about landscape as the 
perception of an object from outside, a condition, custom and practice explain thinking 
with landscape as the maintenance of cultural order and tradition of everyday life.  When 
approaching relationships between resource managements of agrarian and cultural heritage 
landscapes the following questions could easily arise: how do human agents form 
connections in-between these relationships of landscape perceptions, and what constitutes 
the connections and disconnections between them? 
In representing an in-between relationship of landscape perception, conflict is a 
situation of sharp disagreement or collision in interests between people or institutions 
whose objectives clash (Guralnik 1976:298). In the rural district of Jæren, Rogaland 
County, South-western  Norway  (Fig. 1), the protection of archaeological heritage and 
cultural environments surrounding it is met with hard conflicts from intensive cultivation,   
in    particular    the    ‘utmark’ environment in the agrarian landscape. The examination of 
these conflicts in the landscape requires the applications of specific approaches, theories 
and methods. In analysing dissonance between interests in resource managements, it is 
necessary to review the complexity of the situation, and to single out mutual and 
contradictive factors at heart of the disagreements. 
Fig. 1. Rogaland county with the Jæren region and
Ha˚ municipality (Lillehammer 2005:13, Fig. 1).
In this analysis we will investigate the relationships between worldviews of the ‘utmark’ 
environment and the landscape perceptions and cultural attitudes towards the caretaking 
of archaeological heritage in this type of environment. We will present the historical 
background and development of the ‘utmark’ environment, and discuss mod- els suitable 
for managing archaeological heritage resources in the agrarian landscape. The analysis of 
data material extends from a diachronic and synchronic case study in the Jæren region, and 
involves the application of long-term and short-term approaches towards the ‘utmark’ 
environment in the present (Lillehammer 2004, 2005, 2006, in prep. a, b, c, Lillehammer 
& Prøsch-Danielsen 2001). 
RELEARNING TO THINK ABOUT SPACE 
Anthropology reports there is always someplace for people to experience (Bender 
2007:136), but how does the beholder perceive it? In his work on ‘non-places’ Auge´ 
(1995) has challenged the modern conception of space: ‘Experience has taught us to de- 
centre our way of looking, and we should make use of this lesson … for we live in a 
world we have not yet learned to look at. We have to relearn to think about space’ (Auge´ 
1995:35–36). Modern life has resulted in the alteration of profound awareness about place 
and the relationship to history and the past resulting in the creation of non- places. We 
perceive or pass through these places, but only in a partial and incoherent manner, thus 
seeing only those visible phenomena of the exotic and spectacular significance in the 
landscape (Auge´ 1995). 
Analyses of the interrelationship between anthropology and archaeology have pointed 
out theories and methods that contribute to the understanding of spatial orders, such as 
the existence of cosmologies within cultural frameworks that influence the everyday life of 
people. Cosmology is encapsulated in the term ‘social epistemology’, which explores the 
idea that truth derives from a cosmology and a common sense, which relationships are 
linked with culture, landscape and aesthetic. Aesthetic considerations involves life in 
general, and the particular worlds that people create for themselves, and how these change 
over time, either through their internal dynamics, or through encountering other people’s 
worlds with a different cosmological and aesthetic basis (cf. Gosden 1999:34–35, 77–78, 
152–153). As cosmologies have a practical meaning in cultural behaviour, they are 
analogies to realities in which the world- views attempt to describe or map conceptual 
frameworks about origin and structure of the world. These worldviews can be extremely 
localised, become dominant over wide areas and be reflected and recovered in the spatial 
patterning of the material record (Ruggles 2005:13–14). How could such worldviews apply 
to conflicts in the agrarian landscape on the contemporary scene? 
The conflicts between resource managements in dealing with cultural heritage in the 
agrarian landscape make the questions of cultural change, landscape cosmology and different 
worldviews an important issue towards understanding the past in the pre- sent landscape. 
With regard to the relation- ship between worldview and the concept of ‘utmark’, 
Steinsland (2005) reports that it is necessary to challenge the hypothesis of a 
correspondence between imaginative cosmology and the lived, everyday life, to see if the 
cosmology really fits, and to find out the relationships between variations of landscapes, 
empirical exploitation and the shaping of imaginary worlds (Steinsland 2005:145). In 
approaching the conflicts in the landscape we will de-centre our way of looking at the rural 
landscape of the Jæren region and examine landscape perceptions of the ‘utmark’ environment. 
In order to form a bridge between long-term and short-term developments in the agrarian 
landscape, and to test the landscape perceptions and cultural attitudes of the resource 
managements in the field, the investigation will focus especially on unnoticed, indistinctive 
archaeological heritage in this type of environment. 
METHODICAL APPROACHES TO THE ‘UTMARK’ ENVIRONMENT 
The Jæren region is situated on a small coastal rim without skerries and islands shielding 
it from the North Sea. The ‘utmark’ environment is part of a heathland of Atlantic 
distribution (Prøsch-Danielsen 2001, Prøsch-Danielsen & Simonsen 2000a, b), which in 
Jæren forms a background for the developments of pre-modern and modern land use (Fig. 
2). According to modern agricultural terms, Ha˚ municipality in South Jæren has the 
widest distribution of heathland in the region, as 25% of the surface is so-called 
uncultivated farmland. Therefore the case study is limited to this municipality. 
The resource managements in the study represent two groups of informants: dairy 
farmers, managers of farmers’ organisations included, and civil servants, archaeological 
heritage managers included. The assortment corresponds with private and public sectors in 
the management of cultural and natural heritages and agricultural resources and their 
environments in the agrarian land- scape on local, regional and national levels in 
Norway. Due to practical reasons the informants were chosen partly randomly, partly 
deliberately from these networks in order to reach a wider distribution of information. 
Though the selection of farms involved in the long-term and short-term studies did not 
altogether correspond, they covered a geographical profile from seafront to upland. There is 
an excess of farmers in the long-term study, and an excess of civil servants in the short-term 
study. The over-balance was levelled out between the resource managers in part of the short-
term study. However, the results from the analyses are indicative of the male voice on the 
local and regional levels. 
Fig. 2. The agrarian landscape in Jæren is uniform and mainly treeless farmland of low-lying, 
undulating lowland with a restricted area of upland. The natural environment is scarce with remnants of 
forests, wetland and unfertilized pastures. Photos: Terje Tveit # Museum of Archaeology, Stavanger. 
In the long-term approach interdisciplinary archaeology and palynology methods were 
supplemented with interviews. A specific type of mysterious earthwork of usually non-
distinct character in the landscape – the so-called ‘fairy-ring’ – and the cultural environment 
surrounding it were singled out for examination. A survey of ‘fairy-ring’ localities covered 
80% farms, which represented 22% of farms in Ha˚. Archaeological excavation and pollen 
sampling included 19 localities in the Jæren region, and nine localities were C-14 dated 
(Prøsch-Danielsen 2001:44, 54, Tables 1, 4). In the interviews the popular and scientific 
bases of knowledge about age and function of the earthwork and its environment were 
recorded. The selection of informants was similar to the short-term study, but the 
assortment of farmers was supplemented from other parts of Rogaland. There were 46 
participants from the local and regional levels, who were predominantly males and aged 
between 23 and 97 years. 
In the short-term approach qualitative methods were used, such as the application of 
drawing techniques supplemented with interviews. The resource managers and their cognitive 
profiles towards the modern farm- land and the ‘utmark’ environment were analysed. The 
interviews represented 36 resource managers (groups 1–2). The farmers were mainly born on 
farms in the local community and their age varied between 28 and 67 years. The civil 
servants had rural as well as urban backgrounds and their age varied between 30 and 63 
years. There were 40% more males than females among the resource managers. In the total 
representation of the public administration twice as many civil servants were from the regional 
level. 
All interviews were performed indoors at the premises of the participants, either as one to 
one interviews or in groups of 2–5 persons. The sessions were taped and lasted at an 
average of 1–1.5 hours. The informants were asked questions from an interview guide, 
which was prepared and distributed beforehand to the institutions of the civil servants, but 
presented directly at home to the farmers. The  guide  focused on the explanation of 
following concepts: ‘cultural heritage resource management’, ‘farming’, ‘cultural landscape’, 
‘utmark’, ‘heathland’, ‘cultural heritage’, ‘cultural heritage monument’, ‘fairy-ring’, and 
‘cultural environment’. The participants were invited to draw the typical landscape of a 
modern farm in Jæren – the ‘Jæren’ farm’ – after the interview sessions had finished, and to 
mark the functional centre and places of archaeological heritage in the farmland. 
The choice of 97% informants who accepted the invitation was to elaborate the ‘Jæren 
farm’ in the form of mental maps on the background of their involvement in the 
management field (Lillehammer 2005:199, Fig. 55A–F). In the database their drawings 
were evenly distributed between the two groups of informants (Lillehammer 2005: 179, 
Table 9). Mental maps have behavioural implications in motivation, decision-making, 
and spatial search (Lowe & Pederson 1983:36), and could integrate hid- den agendas in 
the maps (Harley 2001). In order to search for significant focal positions in the presentation 
of natural and cultural environments and archaeological heritage a specific method of 
visual analysis of the drawings was worked out. 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT OF THE ‘UTMARK’ ENVIRONMENT IN JÆREN 
In Jæren the cultural environment consists of patchy-patterned heathland together with 
various cultural relics from pre-modern and modern land partitions and cultivation 
activities (Fig. 2). In the last 30–40 years an immense agrarian expansion has threatened 
the extinction of archaeological heritage outside less settled areas at the farms. The 
development has lead to a heavy destruction of ancient monuments, in particular the 
indistinct archaeological heritage in the environment (Haavaldsen 1999). 
As new areas have steadily been brought into cultivation and productivity has grown, 
partly due to the high rate of competition, agriculture production in the region has 
prospered. The extensive land clearances have ceased at farms where agricultural 
plantations are thriving and in good condition. Wasteland has been left uncultivated or 
unfertilized, as its agricultural value is restricted. The environment is gradually reforested, 
and the uniform character in the agrarian landscape has been changed (Holm & Sødal 
1992:161). These marginal environments classify as ‘utmark’ in the modern farmland in 
Jæren. 
When seen from the perspective of resource management, the term ‘utmark’ requires 
explanation,    as    it    does     not     have an equivalent in terminology outside Scandinavia 
(Svensson 2005:133). In Norwegian legislature the concept applies to regulation of modern 
land use of uncultivated grounds, or to agricultural areas unused as infields covering a variety 
of cultural environments. Access to the ‘utmark’ and use of the areas are governed by 
ownership to land, and boundaries between infield and outfield are conditioned by cultural 
practice (A&G 1998:168). 
However, in Norwegian Heritage Law (Lov 2001) the concept of ‘utmark’ is problematic, 
as the term is completely absent from the legal texts of the paragraphs. Consequently, 
‘utmark’ is non-existent in the theoretical basis for protecting archaeological heritage in the 
landscape. From this perspective ‘utmark’ represents a non-place (Auge´ 1995), i.e. an 
environment of transit in order to reach central destinations formed by modern expansion and 
enterprise. How is this gap in the law dealt with in order to relate to archaeological 
heritage resources in the ‘utmark’ environment? 
While a sustainable resource management could do with the steadfast conservation of some 
types of archaeological heritage and cultural environments, physical encroachments in the 
resource management of other types are unnecessary. Operational management plans are 
regularly worked out in order to secure the protection of heathland in Jæren (Schou et al. 
2000), which also include indirectly the archaeological heritage in the ‘utmark’ environment. 
In this endeavour the agricultural sector plays an important role, either as partner or threat 
in caretaking the archaeological heritage in the agrarian land- scape. It is therefore 
important that the cultural and natural heritage sectors cooperate with the agricultural sector 
on a mutual basis. By disregarding ‘utmark’ in the spatial ordering of cultural environments 
in the heritage legislature an imaginary place of isolation in harmonious  balance  compared 
to dynamic processes at work in the settled landscape has been created. In general historical 
terms an important question is how the ‘utmark’ environment has traditionally been 
recognized. 
‘UTMARK’ CONCEPT, FARM CONCEPT, AND LANDSCAPE 
COSMOLOGY 
The term ‘utmark’ is associated with the farm concept and settlement research history in 
referring to pasture and unfenced field (cf. Aasen 1977:887). The structure of the farm- land 
includes a core settlement (tun), infields (innmark), and outlying fields and other natural 
resources (utmark) (cf. Bertelsen 2005:21). According to Myhre (2004) the farm concept 
represents a controversial theme about continuity and discontinuity patterns in the 
development of prehistoric agrarian settlements, farms and land use. The Norwegian word 
for farm is gard, which originally meant fence or field. With reference to the introduction 
of the infield-outfield system in the Iron Age (500 BC–AD 1030), the farm concept should 
not be used for periods earlier than the first centuries AD (Myhre 2004:44–45, 54). As an 
analytical tool for the study of landscape Bergstøl (2005b) also reports that ‘utmark’, in  
the meaning of ‘utmark’/outfield, is in conflict with the understanding of hunter-gatherer 
societies and the complexity of ethnic processes. The term has a cultural bias derived 
from Scandinavian farming communities, and should be avoided outside Norse farming 
communities. 
The normative approach is to perceive the agrarian landscape of a farm from the spatial 
position of an enclosed centre in the farm-land, in this way integrating multiple 
environments of lived-in patterns, which distributive system constitutes the basis of a 
landscape order. In the Middle Ages (AD 1030–1537), and even earlier, people shared 
landscape cosmology of a complementary structure that distinguished between land inside 
or outside the main fence of a farm (Øye 2005:10, Fig. 1). In representing the physical and 
mental enclosure of a settled landscape compared to the disclosure of an unsettled 
landscape on the outside, the fence constituted a dual barrier between cultural and natural 
environments. In Scandinavia this type of landscape order has been linked with Norse 
mythology and a pre-Christian worldview of prehistoric origin (Solberg 2000, Solli 2002, 
Steinsland 2005:144–145). The landscape pattern is divergent from European Christian 
cosmology of the Middle Ages, which speaks of a spatial scale of different places with 
successively different values, from forest, via arable fields to buildings (Andre´n 1999:392). 
Øye (2005) reports the ‘utmark’ term to be relatively young, as in the Middle Age people 
used several words to distinguish between different areas at the farm. At the medieval farm 
(Frimannslund 1957:383–384, Øye 2002:361–395, 2004:110–119, 2005:10–11) 
the farmyard with buildings was situated in the core of farmland (tun), and surrounded 
with plots of arable land, meadows and enclosed pastures inside the fence (innan garðs). 
Outside the fence (utan garðs) pastures and wasteland covered stretches of forests, bogs, 
marshes, scrubs, fishing waters, hunting grounds and shielings. The outer-most outland was a 
no-man’s land – a common land. The socio-economical scale on rights and use of land 
differed between what was private, joint or common, and the overlord, the King, regulated 
access and use of the common land. By the high Middle Age farms and groups of farms had 
established customary rights to areas in the common land, which were subject to a strict 
system of use and management (Øye 2004:119). 
The essential meaning of the ‘utmark’ originates from the establishment of a land use 
system in the farm institution of the Iron Age. In distinguishing between physical and 
mental constitutions, and relating infield- outfield environments to a worldview of dual 
order, marginal environments in the agrarian landscape of a farm have been associated with 
pre-historic and mediaeval farm structures. The ‘utmark’ is an umbrella term indicating 
partly the outfield and outland with wasteland and common land outside the main fence, and 
partly areas in the periphery of a core settlement of the farmyard. Consequently outfield, 
outland, wasteland and common land apply as terms to describe the ‘utmark’ environment 
in this analysis. In order to search for the historical knowledge about land use and 
management of environ- mental resources, we will look more closely at the significance 
given to the ‘utmark’ and the models at work in archaeological research. 
RESEARCHING MARGINAL LANDSCAPES OF AGRICULTURE – THE 
NORWEGIAN APPROACH 
The marginal landscape has been a growing field of research interest (cf. Stene et al. 2005) 
and the objective of archaeological studies, systematic surveys and excavations of long 
standing in Norway (cf. Skrede 2002:10–16, Dahle 2005:9–14, Øye 2005:11). The 
beginning of the 20th century was the impetus to a movement that thrived on interests in 
local history. Shifts in focus on theory and methods appeared before and after the 1950s
and 60s and after the 1980s. In the 1970s different types of landscape chronologies were 
established due to the introduction of methods from the natural sciences in Scandinavia. 
More recently holistic approaches have lead to the integration of societal aspects in order to 
meet criticism of the created image of self-supporting isolation. These research efforts 
draw upon the marginal landscape to investigate interacting processes between natural 
resources and land use (Dahle 2005). 
Skrede  (2002),  Øye  (2005)  and  Dahle (2005) report that research into  ‘utmark’ has 
mainly focused on agricultural history and approaches to economical aspects, such as 
hunting, production of iron, extensive cultivation and the interrelationship between farm and 
shieling. In recent years a wider range of subjects has been studied in relation to European 
contexts (Holm et al. 2005, Andersson et al. 1998). In particular research on historical 
conflicts  of outland use have focused on ethnicity and colonisation in Scandinavia, such as 
the relationships between Sámi and Norse (Zachrisson 2005) or hunter-gatherer, farmers  and 
the Sámi (Bergstøl 2005a). On a broader scale these issues are part of international dis- 
courses on origin, identity, cultural heritage, cultural property and ethical issues in 
archaeology (cf.  Cleere 1989, Turnbridge & Ashworth 1996, Lowenthal 1998, Layton et al. 
2001). 
The main attention in Norwegian settlement studies has been the investigation of 
long-term scales in the agrarian development, such as infield or outfield as separate 
elements of a farm (Skrede 2002:16). Few archaeological studies on the management of 
agrarian landscapes have been carried out (cf. also Austad et al. 2001, Julshamn et al. 
2002, Holm 2004, Mjaaland 2004, Dahle 2005). Norwegian archaeology has suffered from 
a lack of research interest in agricultural activities because of dating problems in the 
material evidence (Holm 2004:30). The focus has been on the survey and excavation of 
building structures from dwellings in the agrarian landscape (cf. also Holm 2004:28). From 
the 1990s onward the scope of research has broadened thanks to national research 
programs on cultural heritage, environmental and landscape changes, and the focus on the 
traditional western farm as a cultural and biological system (Austad et al. 2001). 
An archaeological analysis of the long-term management and use of ‘utmark’ in Romsdal, 
western Norway, has verified the distribution of principal resource areas  at the farm to 
correlate with distance from the farmyard and to distinguish between farm-yard, infield 
and outfield in the farmland (Dahle 2005:35, Fig. 4.13). This tripartite structure of the land 
use system corresponds with the distribution of landscape zones at the mediaeval farm (cf. 
Øye 2005:11, Fig. 1). In representing an ancient landscape order the farmland distinctions 
mirror inclusive and exclusive parts of environments spaced in reference to a world’s 
centre. What constitutes the historical relationships between farmyard, infield and outfield 
as integrated parts of farmland is, however, complicated to explain. New marginal land 
could be developed or former centres become peripheries (Svensson 2005:124). Spatial dis- 
tinctions of landscapes could be the results of cultural difference and insulation or multiple 
processes of landscape and settlement trans- formation in the past. The spatial position of 
marginal land with reference to production centres could have altered agro-historical 
relationships on a long-term scale (cf. Fabech & Ringtvedt 1998). 
In order to find out the historical relationships between the ‘utmark’ and production 
areas in the pre-industrial landscape, three holistic centre-periphery models (1–3) have 
been at work in archaeological research on the European basis (cf. Andersson 1998:6). 
The models represent physical and cognitive aspects in landscape perception of the 
‘utmark’ from different viewpoints. The marginal zone has been considered as follows 
(Andersson 1998): 
• A part of an integrated farming system of economic, social and cultural
significance, which includes a centre, the inland. Inland and outland are parts of
a resource area, where the different parts make up each other (model 1).
• A production unit dependent on and adapted to external factors, but which marginal
settlement lies outside central farm areas and in regions or contexts where its own
economy is shaped or its own identity is acquired (model 2).
• A   geographical   area   situated   marginally on a large scale (model 3).
Archaeological approaches towards the ‘utmark’ have demonstrated (a) rigid models of 
production to be carefully applied to the landscape, and (b) that the marginal environment 
is less a place of isolation in the landscape (Andersson 1998:6–7). Model 1 represents 
shielings from earlier agrarian phases and different contexts. Model 2 refers to small 
marginal farms established relatively late as clearances. Model 3 implies marginal zones on a 
grander scale than models 1 and 2. Model 3 refers to geographical parts of a continent, 
which depend on and are used as marginal areas, such as Greenland to Europe and visa versa 
(cf. Andersson 1998:6). Model 3 is a coarse-meshed model, application of which is 
unsuitable to an analysis such as ours. In model 1 the marginal zone forms part of an 
agrarian system, while model 2 represents an independent production unit on the margins 
of a larger agrarian system. 
Andersson (1998) reports difficulty in holding models 1 and 2 apart, as they have 
played different roles during different times. The marginal zone could be included or 
influenced by other systems outside its territory. In considering which models (1 or 
2) are best suited the requirements for managing archaeological heritage resources we
have to approach the long-term development of land use in the ‘utmark’ environment. 
We will focus on the environmental contexts in Jæren, and on the types of archaeological 
monuments relating to agricultural activities in the outfield, outland, wasteland and 
common land, such as stone fences, clearance cairns and stacking places. 
AGRARIAN DEVELOPMENT OF ‘UTMARK’ IN JÆREN 
In prehistoric farming a change occurred early in the cultivation practice from an 
extensive to an intensive land use (Myhre 2004). In Jæren the landscape transformation 
passed by stages over several thousand years (Prøsch-Danielsen & Simonsen 2000a, b). The 
earliest farming was a mixed process of forest clearance and agro-pastoralism, which 
escalated in animal husbandry around 2500/ 2200 cal. BC (Høgestøl & Prøsch-Danielsen 
2006:23, 28). The deforestation was intentional and followed a three-staged pattern of 
cultural significance. 
The agrarian development led to the breakthrough of neolithisation in late Neolithic 
(2500–2200 cal. BC), and to its continuation during the transgression of early Bronze Age. 
The advance is indicative of an entirely new ‘cultural package’ and new practices (Høgestøl 
& Prøsch-Danielsen 2006:28). The farming was on a small scale, and land use shifted 
naturally between cultivation and fallow. Pastures and arable fields were moved about, at 
first with no clear division between infields and outfields. Then the arable fields were 
settled more permanently to enclosures and restricted areas in the landscape of early 
Bronze Age (Juhl 2002:116). 
Similarly, the earliest clearance cairns in Jæren were constructed in late Neolithic and 
early Bronze Age (Prøsch-Danielsen 1996, Bakkevig et al. 2002, Juhl 2002, Sageidet 
2005). The clearance cairns are indicative of an expansive agrarian development in 
extensive farming practice, which is linked to settlements with rotating arable fields and 
pastures dispersed in the forest (Prøsch-Danielsen & Simonsen 2000a, b, Myhre 2004, 
Soltvedt et al. 2007). The outland represented the forest and heathland spread to the 
pastures. In the late Bronze Age, from 900–700 BC onwards, the landscape was dominated 
by heather vegetation and had an open character without forest. In South Jæren scattered 
farming resulted in the expansion of outfield exploitation and the heathland vegetation was 
intentionally maintained (Prøsch-Danielsen & Simonsen 2000a, b). 
The interdisciplinary result from the case study of ‘fairy-rings’ in Ha˚ municipality, South 
Jæren, indicates the earthworks to occur in the pastures together with clearance cairns in the 
Iron Age (Fig. 3). The excavations of the ‘fairy-rings’ yielded dates at the earliest to the end 
of Migration Age (cal. AD 410–450) and at locations together with clearance cairns to late 
Iron Age (cal. AD 670–900)  (Prøsch-Danielsen 2001:54, table 4). The original wetland 
environment (Prøsch-Danielsen 2001) indicates the integration of marginal land in the 
harvest practice of mowing, collecting and storing hay in the open air during the winter 
months. The  land  use  of  outfield  and  wetland resources relates to the infield-outfield 
system in the prehistoric farm structure of the Iron  Age  (Myhre  1974:74,  Fig. 1,  Myhre 
2004:50–51, Fig. 51). Established in the form of a continuous stone string in the Roman 
Age  (after  AD  200)  (Myhre  2004:52),  this clear division between infield and outfield in 
the construction of a cattle fence was to form a basis for the development of medieval and 
post-medieval farm structures in Jæren  (Myhre  1974:73,  78,  2004:Fig. 62, Lillehammer, 
A. 1979:35). The fixed relationship between infield and outfield corresponds with the 
agrarian development of farm structure elsewhere in the western part of Norway (Julshamn 
et al. 2002). 
Fig. 3. Earthwork of ‘fairy-ring’, the relic of a ditched haystack base. Original distribution was alongside
wet heaths and mires in the outfield and wetland environments (Lillehammer 2005:103, Fig. 3b, Photo: L.
Prøsch-Danielsen).
As consequence of the Great Plague (c. AD 1350), a setback occurred at the end of the 
Middle Age, resulting in desertions of farms in Jæren. Abandoned farms were included 
in the common land and used as outfields, and boundaries were fluid between most of the 
farms in these parts of farmland. In the 17th century conflicts in land use broke  out  
between farmers,  who claimed adjustments of abandoned areas in the common land, and 
also desertions were resettled (Lindanger 1975). Gaps in the cultural memory about places 
of resource utilisation in the common land had been created. In the 19th century 
abandoned stacking places were linked with landscape myth of the fairyland, with ‘fairy-
rings’ scattered around. In the folklore the heath- land and wetland were associated with 
nature’s wilderness outside the cultivated farmland, and the ‘fairy-rings’ were thought to 
endanger people and animals. 
References to the fairy myth were also part of a cultural intimacy in the farmers’ cultural 
practice of resistance to domination. Following the state reforms and replacements in the 
agrarian landscape from the early 19th century onwards, private land and common land were 
shifted between the farms. The common land was regulated into private property with fixed 
boundaries in the farmland. The landscape patterns representing a mixture of enclosed 
plots, expansions or desertions of pre-modern origin (cf. Myhre 1974:74–77, Øye 2002:308–
312) were crossed   over   by   modern   partitions   (cf. Rønneseth 2001:239–240, Figs. 86–
88). Although the ancient cultural practice of hay stacking in the outfield and outland 
continued as late as c.1970 in South Jæren, extensive modernisation, extensive land 
clearance and fertilization lead to the formation of a uniform distribution of resource areas at 
the farms. From the 1970s onward the agricultural expansion transformed most of the 
outfields and outland into cultivated infields. The fences were altogether removed or set 
further away from the infields.  
Long-term analysis demonstrates that the 21st century modern farm structure in Jæren 
differs profoundly from land use systems of earlier agrarian phases. The positions of 
outfield, outland and common land were altered due to agricultural and demographic 
processes resulting in conflicts of land use. The ‘utmark’ environment could hold 
archaeological relics from cultivated soils, habitation and land use activities of ancient 
origin. A correspondence is present between the distribution of archaeological heritage and 
model 2 in the modern farmland. It is also possible that the distribution of pre- modern 
cultivated soils and structural features in the present ground of infields could point to 
locations of remnants from ancient agrarian settlements and land use. In the following we 
will examine the landscape perceptions of the ‘Jæren farm’, and consider both models 1 and 
2 in relation to the resource management of archaeological heritage in the farmland. 
LANDSCAPE PERCEPTIONS OF THE ‘JÆREN FARM’ 
The informants mapped the landscape of the ‘Jæren farm’ with regard to social, 
economical, legal, historical and geographical conditions in the farmland in accordance 
to worldviews on the systematic distribution of buildings, land use and landscape resources. 
The structural organisation of landscape order in the drawings refers, for the purposes of this 
review, to the outskirt, outland, outfield, infield and farmyard. 
When observed from periphery to centre, a correspondence is present between the two 
resource management groups in the spatial positions of cultural environments and model 
1. The outfield and outland are situated outside the infield, and the farm- yard is
considered the functional centre of modern agricultural management at the ‘Jæren farm’ 
(Lillehammer 2005:201–202, Tables 11, 12). Despite substantial concurrence in the 
ordering of farmland organisation, the outlines also indicate similarity, variation and 
difference between the two groups in the distributions of cultural environments and 
archaeological heritage. 
The outskirts of the ‘Jæren farm’ represent, according to the farmers, lakes, bogs, 
heathland, roads, railroad, and ‘neighbours land’, and outland covers the heathland and 
hills. According to the civil servants the outskirts represent the sea, streams, lakes, roads, 
railroad and other farms, and outland covers lakes and bogs. To both groups the outfields 
hold pastures of cultivation, and the infields are cultivated environments with arable fields, 
meadows and pastures (Lillehammer 2005:256–257, Vedlegg 3). 
In spite of the similarities in the ways they distinguished between productive and 
unproductive farmland at the ‘Jæren farm’, the groups varied with regard to the relation- ships 
between extensiveness and intensity of cultivation in the infield and outfield. With reference 
to the construction of a continuous fence in the early Iron Age (Myhre 2004), the 
position of a physical barrier between pastures in the infield and outfield also varies. It is 
as if there are inconsistencies concerning the conditions of pastures in the farmland. 
Hence the resource managers differ in acknowledging the expansions of cultivation in the 
heathland and wetland. These areas are, according to the farmers, unproductive farmland 
fringed on the outskirts or outland. The civil servants consider bogs to be integrated in the 
cultural environment, while the heath- land has gone unnoticed, as if extinct by cultivation. 
The historical perspectives of the two groups diverge with reference to the farm- yard 
at the ‘Jæren farm’. From a general point of view the farmyard represents a place of high 
significance in archaeological heritage resource management. In particular this concerns rescue 
operations in order to salvage constructional structures, such as postholes, ditches and hearths, 
from prehistoric and medieval dwellings. As Norwegian rescue activity seldom includes 
archaeological survey and excavation in this part of the farmland, the farmyard is a 
vulnerable place of modern occupation. Cultural heritage management is often unable to 
protect archaeological heritage at the core of agrarian settlements, especially underground 
structures that are invisible on the surface. By being easily destroyed during modern 
clearance and building operations, the situation also concerns ancient farmyards outside 
infields (cf. model 2). 
The farmyard is considered by the civil servants to represent a historical node, a key to 
the explanation of agrarian landscape and settlement transformation in Jæren.  This type 
of long-term perspective is lacking among the farmers, as the farmyard represents the 
operational centre in a modern subsistence economy as an integrated part of a bio-industrial 
landscape order. By representing modernisation processes, their landscape perspective is 
restricted. The modern farmyard is a standing symbol of short-term history from the 19th 
century onwards, which also taints associations with what is considered a normative 
distribution of archaeological heritage outside the agro- productive centre. 
This is shown by a comparison between the distributions of archaeological heritage at 
the ‘Jæren farm’ with the Ordnance Map (Økonomisk Kartverk). The archaeological 
heritage consists of   ancient   monuments, of which visible and invisible features are 
scattered all over the farmland (Lillehammer 2005:209, Fig. 171). The distribution 
corresponds with models 1 and 2, and also matches the locations of archaeological 
heritage at the ‘Jæren’ farm outlined by the civil servants (Lillehammer 2005: 256–257, 
Vedlegg 3). 
The landscape perception of the civil servants is opposite to that of the farmers, who 
partly disconnect themselves from the heritage landscape, and partly they do not 
communicate on the outside their dislike of the archaeological heritage. The ignorance of 
its inconspicuous character creates awareness similar to a non-place in the landscape of the 
‘Jæren farm’. The scattered distribution of archaeological heritage is limited to 
spectacular monuments on the visible surface. Marginalized either to pastures in the 
infields and outfields, or to the outland inside or outside the farmland border (Lillehammer 
2005:256–257, Vedlegg 3), this could easily lead us to conclude that the archaeological 
monuments of indistinctive character in the farmland are ignored or overlooked by the 
farmers. 
The analysis confirms that the landscape perceptions of the resource managers follow a 
culture-nature pattern of historical significance. The civil servants have applied the gaze 
of outsiders towards cultural-historical qualities in the farmland on a long-term scale. In 
regarding the farmyard a socio- economical node of farmers’ landscape, their inclination 
forms a mutual ground between them. As the farmers keep their worldview within a 
modern framework of bio-industrial order, they appear as the locals who have been living 
continuously with working the place (Setten 2000a:225, 2001:26–27), while cultivating 
nature’s own reserve (cf. Setten 2000a:  223–224, 2000b:153, 155).  Their working the 
natural resources is linked with a striving for long-term survival and planning a prosperous 
economy, to the exclusion of cultural-historical resources. The cultural qualities have 
mainly a short-term perspective in the agrarian landscape. This creates a divide between 
natural and cultural interests between the two groups, which has consequences in the 
management of landscape resources. 
As a result the analysis of drawings indicates correspondence as well as contradiction 
in the landscape perceptions of the ‘Jæren farm’. The ‘utmark’ environment is fringed on 
the extreme margins of the farmland. A little of the traditional meaning of ‘utmark’ has 
survived agricultural change, as it applies to unproductive, uncultivated outland on the 
outside of outfields and farmland borders, and to outfields  with specific reference to 
fertilized pastures of modern cultivation. The variations in acknowledging levels of 
cultivation in the farmland are difficult to explain except from an inside-out perspective of 
resource management. It would seem as if cultivation of pastures has been disconnected 
from the long-term knowledge about cultural changes of infield-outfield boundaries in the 
agrarian landscape. The pastures form a grey area in the landscape perceptions of the 
‘Jæren farm’. There is a fluid gap in the aesthetic outline that is puzzling to the 
explanations advocated in the resource management groups. 
LANDSCAPE COGNITION – LANDSCAPE AESTHETIC 
The analysis has revealed two distinct types of landscape cognitions of the ‘Jæren farm’ 
(Lillehammer 2005:205, Fig. 56). In profiling various insights of the farmland the resource 
management groups have demonstrated that their separate management styles can be 
linked with economical capital versus cultural-historical capital (Bourdieu 1995, Rosenlund 
2000). The consequence is the representation of world- views that differ in-between the 
two groups with relevance to common sense and to what are morally considered right or 
wrong in the aesthetic outline of the ‘Jæren farm’    (Fig. 2)    (Lillehammer    2005:208, 
Fig. 57). 
In the analysis the pastures have emerged in the position of an in-the-middle category in 
bridging similarity and variation, difference and change in the relationships between 
landscape order and worldview, imaginary world and lived-in environment in the farm- 
land. In the process of cultural change on long-term and short-term scales the pastures 
form essential parts. The variations between the resource managers in recognising 
cultivation   levels   in   the   pastures   indicate the traditional partitions of the infield-
outfield system to have disappeared, as if being of no importance. 
In looking at the modernisation process and searching for cultural intimacy towards 
historical dimensions in the ‘utmark’ environment, the things that matter to the farmers are 
quite opposite to those that matter to the civil servants. The analysis of ‘fairy-rings’ revealed 
a correspondence between land- scape cosmology, landscape mythology and everyday use of 
ditched haystack places in the heathland. In the 19th century the farmers’ reference to fairy 
myth reflected an ancient resistance strategy that linked world- view and common sense with 
controlling expansions or contractions of territorial claims in the common land (cf. also 
Dahle 2005:98). The interviews with today’s farmers exposed but little knowledge about 
fearsome landscape places and ‘fairy-rings’. The agricultural modernisation has disrupted the  
traditional narratives about landscape myth of the heathland and wetland and working places, 
resource utilisation, and land use of the outfield and outland. Still, the cultural attitude of 
resistance towards stately domination among the farmers has endured almost two hundred 
years of agrarian expansion. In showing off ambivalence towards undistinguished 
archaeological heritage in the farmland, the content of anxiety and concern has altered focus 
in the landscape. 
The cultural attitudes towards managing outfield and outland environments point to a 
change from traditional to modern world- view among the farmers in Jæren. The present 
worldview is modelled on modern management ideals of operational planning a prosperous 
farm of orderly plantation. The ‘utmark’ environment represents non-profit places, the 
opposite of productive cultivation, and in spatial scale comparable with the successively 
different values of European Christian cosmology (Andre´n 1999). The ‘utmark’ is not a 
wasteland, but keeps alive visions of natures’ reserve. 
The main objective of farming is improving the agricultural conditions of natural soils in 
the landscape, and the ‘utmark’ represents a potential space for expansive cultivation. In 
order to secure continuity for future generations in the family new fields have to be 
cleared in the heathland and wetland, other natural resources extracted from the outland not 
already transformed into productive grassland of fertilized pastures. The farmers’ visions 
are based on a traditional cultural practice that runs on autopilot. Apprehensions of losing 
old or producing new opportunities of cultivation in the future are strongly felt. Behind the 
ignorance and rejection of cultural qualities in the archaeological heritage there is a fear of 
material loss (Buchli 2007:9), a deep concern for nature’s potentiality in the farmland that 
disagrees with the protective idealism nourished by the civil servants towards the 
archaeological heritage. 
An additional type of ‘utmark’ aesthetic also appears among some farmers. A link 
between landscape beauty and playing grounds favoured during child’s play at far 
distances from the farmyard is present in the cultural memory of their childhood land- 
scape. The cherished places are situated at locations in marginal environments, such as 
beaches, forests and riverbanks. As cultivation has later led to extinction of the play- 
grounds, the farmers have kept a cultural memory of nostalgia towards childhood places 
from past times. By representing unproductive areas in the outland, they have stuck to the 
common sense of expanding infields at the detriment of outfields and outland in the 
‘utmark’ environment. 
Based on a cultural heritage ideology the civil servants maintain an objective to protect 
all environments related to the ancient monuments as archaeological sources of knowledge 
and experience. In seeing the archaeological heritage integrated in the landscape the 
worldview revolves around an aesthetic that keeps historical links with the significant 
quality of an untouched cultural environment. In keeping track with a fast receding 
‘utmark’, their fear of a material culture loss of archaeological heritage makes new land 
clearance hard to accept. 
In the protection of qualities valued respectively there are links to moral rights and 
wrongs of what are considered the most important to manage securely in the ‘utmark’ 
environment: pastures with or without archaeological monuments. While both groups prefer 
the aesthetic outline of tidiness in the landscape order of the ‘Jæren farm’, governed by the 
Norwegian Heritage Law, the consequences of separate motivations are the struggles for 
or against state regulations. 
LANDSCAPE ORDERS ON THE CONTRARY 
Historical similarity, variation and difference between the resource managers are present in the 
landscape cognitions of the ‘Jæren farm’. From the viewpoint of a centre and periphery 
model (cf. Øye 2005:10, Fig. 1) there is logic in the structural order of farmland where 
infield and outfield surround farmyard. The opposite would be the case where farmyard  
encircles infield and outfield. As the farmland in Jæren may take the form of mosaic 
patterns in integrating a variety of natural and cultural components, there is also logic in 
these matters where infield surrounds outfield. 
The centralised landscape pattern of model 1 has been shown to contradict the 
distribution of archaeological heritage in the farmland (cf. model 2), and to challenge the 
lived-in relationships between functional centre, infield and outfield at the ‘Jæren farm’ 
(Lillehammer 2005:109, Fig. A–B). From an empirical viewpoint we may conclude that 
the farmyard, and not the outfield, is the problematic element in model 1. By dropping the 
farmyard as the centre of model 1 the landscape perceptions of both management groups are 
legitimised. 
The reason for using a centre and periphery model is not so much a matter of 
applicability. The question is the practicability in managing the ‘utmark’ environment by 
advantage or disadvantage. The aesthetic outline of the ‘Jæren farm’ is the result of 
modern landscape reforms. The agricultural progress has grown from the interplay 
between state regulations and local conditions. The implications in moulding the internal 
organisation of farmland in Jæren have transformed the outfield and outland into infield. 
This has caused the ancient landscape order between infield and outfield to break down. 
The development of complex relationships between environmental variations, empirical 
exploitation and the shaping of imaginary worlds have led to the formation of new 
landscape orders to contradict with the landscape order of prehistoric origin. How does 
this cultural change inflict upon the resource management of archaeological heritage in the 
agrarian landscape? 
In the worldview of the farmers there is an over-simplification of the inferiority of the 
archaeological heritage in the landscape (Fig. 4). The distribution of archaeological heritage 
which is indistinct or invisible on the surface has not been recognized, or the awareness of its 
undistinguished character has not been communicated on the outside. On the contrary, the 
worldview of the civil servants is associated with the historical development of the agrarian 
landscape and manifested by the distribution of archaeological heritage in the farmland. While 
the archaeological heritage is widespread at the ‘Jæren farm’, the infield is heavily affected by 
modern ploughing activity. Fertilized pastures in the outfield are a less cultivated 
environment, and together with the outland had less damaged archaeological heritage. The 
‘utmark’ according to the civil servants holds a larger cultural-historical value for enhancing 
knowledge about the past compared to the intensively cultivated infield. 
However vaguely the levels of cultivation in the ‘utmark’ are acknowledged, moral rights 
and common sense among the informants have made us reconsider the landscape 
cognitions of the ‘Jæren farm’. Although the functional organisation is similarly constructed 
between the resource managers, their resource interests differ on the natural and cultural 
basis. The economic-aesthetic profile in the spatial scale of the farmers is contrary to the 
cultural-aesthetic profile of the civil servants. In the resource management of the ‘Jæren 
farm’ the agricultural centre is divergent to the archaeological heritage centre in the 
landscape. 
Fig. 4. Location of archaeological monuments (sketched grey) in the cultural environments at ‘Jæren farm’. 
Group 1: Farmers, farmer’s organisation included. Group 2: Civil servants, archaeologist included. 
(Lillehammer 2005:208, Fig. 57). 
CONCLUSION 
Marginality on the extreme explains the geographical location of the ‘utmark’ environment 
in the agrarian landscape in Jæren. With regard to landscape perceptions super- imposed 
by both resource managements on the other, separate worldviews of the ‘Jæren farm’ 
transgress the cosmological analogy to realities of inferior qualities. The landscape 
aesthetics diverge on the brink of a fast diminishing ‘utmark’ environment. The resource 
managers represent strikingly contradictory cultural practices; managing the archaeological 
heritage resources from two different positions that seem poles apart. While the worldviews 
no longer fit an ancient landscape cosmology of pre-historic origin, the terminology still 
persists. The ‘utmark’ concept represents a merging as well as a divide in understanding 
the hidden levels of meaning behind the images of the ‘Jæren farm’. 
As shown in the contrasting perceptions of landscape cognitions, the conflict between 
the two resource management regimes thrives on a tense relationship of utopian 
character (cf. Herschend 1998:334). No pastorals will be heard on the frontlines of 
‘utmark’ in the future unless management tools are developed that aim to solve 
potential conflicts between the cultivation and preservation of the cultural 
environment. Behind the cultural attitudes amongst the resource managers there are 
underlying concerns with loss (Buchli 2007) of a type of environment in the agrarian 
landscape on the verge of transformation. It is the fear of material loss in potentiality 
that is at heart of the struggles between the two resource regimes. How would the 
cultural heritage establishment approach this static melancholy among partners in the 
future? 
Peasants all over the world practice a long-established cultural behaviour in choosing the 
path of resistance to domination (Taylor 1989, Scott 1985). The farmers in Jæren are part 
of this peasant resistance history. With respect to traditional ways of solving the critical 
problems of resource management in agrarian landscapes, farmers prefer conflict in order 
to create or oppose change of circumstance. In effecting similar processes in the present 
the input has been to stick to negotiations, and to support moves by forming networks and 
mobilizing voluntary work. An important legal objective for the cultural heritage 
management has been the development of regulating tools in order to prevent further 
conflicts arising. 
The analysis has demonstrated how much there is to reconsider in learning to think about 
space when dealing with relationships between landscape, culture and aesthetic. The 
mutual fear of material loss, however conflicting, is a factor that could unite efforts in 
overcoming problems with the protection of the ‘utmark’ environment in Jæren. With 
regard to lessening the tensions between heritage and agricultural resource managements 
the creation of links in-between long-term and short-term histories is needed. The 
farmers themselves have stated the need for more information about archaeological 
heritage at the farms. As shown by the destruction of childhood playgrounds the farmer 
keeps on converting the soil into new land, because it is the protection of natural soils 
that matters the most. While the farmland is steadily undergoing landscape change, the 
passing on to next generations the cultural places of past times is a moral issue. 
In making outreach relevant to the public the facts about ancient landscapes and places 
have to be included, reconsidered and used in reference to those living with the archaeological 
heritage in the environment. By linking the preservation of archaeological heritage with the 
protection of natural soils, cultural heritage management could promote working 
relationships with the farmers as partners. This asks for the use of both models 1and 2 to 
manage the archaeological heritage resources, and for the application of methods to negotiate 
in-between worldviews of separate cultural practice and experience. In order to promote 
sustainable protection of archaeological heritage and make preservation of ‘utmark’ the 
productive issue of the future, an upgrading of the cultural values amongst farmers is 
requested. In encouraging farmers to value themselves as the local agents of cultural processes 
in the landscape, they could become the own masters of identity creation. However 
difficult the historical terms and the farmers’ contradictive strategies, a start would be to 
approach the short-term histories in the landscape (cf. Burstro¨ m 2006). 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
The research project was made possible thanks to the main financial support of The 
Norwegian Research Council, the financial support and infrastructure of Museum of 
Archaeology, Stavanger (AmS), the sponsorship of Marie Louise Stig Sørensen  and the 
Department of Archaeology and Anthropology, University of Cambridge, the advisory 
of Bjørn Myhre and the administrative support of Lotte Selsing, the AmS. 
REFERENCES 
Aasen, I. 1977. Norsk ordbok med dansk forklaring. Femte udgave, Fonna Forlag, Oslo.  
A&G,  1998. Utmark. Aschehoug & Gyldendahl Store Norske   Leksikon.   Kunnskapsforlaget, 
Oslo. 
Andersson, H. 1998. Utmark. In Andersson, H., Ersga˚ rd, L. & Svensson, E. (eds.). Outland Use in 
Preindustrial Europe, pp. 5–8. Lund Studies in Medieval Archaeology 20, Lund. 
Andersson, H., Ersga˚rd, L. & Svensson, E. 1998. Outland Use in Preindustrial Europe. Lund 
Studies in Medieval Archaeology 20, Lund. 
Andre´n,  A.  1999.   Landscape   and   settlement as utopian space. In Fabech, C. & Ringtvedt, J. 
(eds.). Settlement and Landscape, pp. 383–393. Jutland Archaeological Society, Højbjerg. 
Auge´, M. 1995. Non-places. Introduction to an Anthropology of Supermodernity. Verso, London, 
New York. 
Austad, I., Øye, I., et al. 2001. Den tradisjonelle vestlandsga˚rden som kulturbiologisk system. In 
Skar, B. (ed.). Kulturminner og miljø. Forskning i et grenseland mellom natur og kultur, pp. 135–
205. Norsk institutt for kulturminneforskning, Oslo. 
Bakkevig, S., Griffin, K., Prøsch-Danielsen, L., Sandvik, P.U., Simonsen, A., Soltvedt, E.-C. & 
Virnovskaia, T. 2002. Archaeobotany in Norway: Investigations and Methodological advances at  
the Museum of Archaeology, Stavanger. Archaeology and Environment 15, 23–48. 
Bender, B. 2007. Landscape and politics. Introduction: a ‘western’ point of view. In Buchli, V. 
(ed.). The Material Culture Reader. (Reprint), pp. 135–174. Berg, Oxford, New York. 
Bergstøl, J. 2005a. Etnisitet og kulturmøter med utgangspunkt i materiale fra Østerdalen: Status og 
problemstillinger – jernalder og middelalder. In Stene, K., Amundsen, T., Risbøl, O. & Skare, K. 
(eds.). ‘Utmarkens grøde’. Mellom registrering og utgravning i Gra˚fjellomra˚det, Østerdalen, pp. 
107–123. Varia 59, Oslo. 
Bergstøl 2005b. Cursing in the church. A discussion on the uselessness of the term ‘utmark’ as a basis 
for ethnic studies. In Holm, I., Innselset, S. & Øye, I. (eds.). ‘Utmark’. The Outfield as Industry and 
Ideology in the Iron Age and the Middle Ages, pp. 203–208. UBAS International 1, University of 
Bergen Archaeological Series. 
Bertelsen, R. 2005. The sea as ‘innmark’ or ‘utmark’. In Holm, I., Innselset, S. & Øye, I. (eds.). 
‘Utmark’. The Outfield as Industry and Ideology in the Iron Age and the Middle Ages, pp. 21–29. 
UBAS International 1, University of Bergen Archaeological Series. 
Bourdieu,  P.  1995.  Distinksjonen.  En  sosiologisk kritikk av dømmekraften. Pax Forlag, Oslo.  
Buchli, V. 2007. Introduction. In Buchli, V. (ed.). The Material Cultural Reader.   (Reprint), pp. 1–22. 
Berg, Oxford, New York. 
Burstro¨m, M. 2006. Samtidskapande samtidsarkeologi. (Co-operatively creating archaeology of the 
contemporary past). Primitive Tider 9, 15–22. 
Cleere, H.F. 1989. Archaeological Heritage Management in the Modern World. One World Archaeology 
9, Unwin Hyman, London. 
Dahle, K. 2005. Norm og praksis. Bruk og forvaltning av utmark i midtre Romsdal i et langtidsperspektiv. 
Masteroppgave i arkeologi, Universitetet i Bergen, Bergen. 
Fabech, C. & Ringtvedt, J. 1998. Landscape and Settlement. Proceedings of a Conference in A˚rhus,  
Denmark,   May   4–7   1998.   Jutland Archaeological Society, Højbjerg. 
Frimannslund, R. 1957. Utmark. Kulturhistorisk lexikon fo¨r nordisk medeltid fra˚n vikingatid till 
reformationstid. Band XIX, Allhems Fo¨ rlag, Malmo¨.  
Guralnik, D.B. (ed.). 1976. Conflict. Webster’s New Dictionary of the American Language, p. 298. 
William Collins & World Publishing, Chicago. 
Gosden, C. 1999. Anthropology & Archaeology. A changing Relationship. Routledge, London and New 
York. 
Haavaldsen, P. 1999. Ajourføring  av  registrering av faste fornminner i Økonomisk Kartverk i deler av Ha˚ 
kommune, Rogaland, 1986. AmS- Rapport  13,  Stavanger. 
Harley, J.B. 2001. The New Nature of Maps. Essays in the History of Cartography. The Johns 
Hopkins University Press, Baltimore and  London. 
Herschend, F. 1998. Ordering landscapes. In Fabech, C. & Ringtvedt, J. (eds.). Landscape and 
Settlement. Proceedings of a Conference in A˚rhus, Denmark, May 4–7 1998, pp. 331–335. 
Jutland Archaeological Society, Højbjerg. 
Holm, I. 2004. Forvaltningen av agrare kulturminner i utmark. Doktorgradsavhandling, Bergen. 
Holm, I., Innselset, S. & Øye, I. 2005. ‘Utmark’. The Outfield as Industry and Ideology in the Iron Age 
and the Middle Ages. UBAS International 1, University of Bergen Archaeological Series, Bergen. 
Holm, Ø. & Sødal, D.P. 1992. Kulturlandskap og jordbruk. Virkemidler rettet mot kulturlandskapet i 
Norden. T-863, Miljøverndepartementet, Oslo. 
Høgestøl, M. & Prøsch-Danielsen, M. 2006. Impulses of agro-pastoralism in the 4th and 3rd 
millennia BC on the south-western coastal rim of Norway. Environmental Archaeology 11(1), 19–
34. 
Juhl, K. 2002. Theoretical and methodological aspects of investigating stone built structures of ancient 
farms and field systems. Archaeology and Environment 15, 111–131. 
Juhlshamn, L., Bade, R.L., Valvik, K.A. & Larsen, J. 2002. Vestlandsga˚rden – fire arkeologiske 
undersøkelser. Havra˚ – Grinde – Lee – Ormelid. Arkeologiske avhandlinger og rapporter fra 
Universitetet i Bergen 8, Bergen. 
Layton, R., Stone, P.G. & Thomas, J. 2001. Deconstruction and Conservation of Cultural Property. 
One World Archaeology 41, Unwin Hyman, London and New York. 
Lillehammer, A. 1979. Garden pa˚ Sørvestlandet i jernalderen. In Fladby, R. & Sandnes, J. (eds.). Pa˚ 
leiting etter den eldste garden, pp. 23–39. Universitetsforlaget, Oslo. 
Lillehammer, G. 2004. Konflikter i landskapet. Kulturminnevern og kulturforsta˚else: Alvedans og 
utmark i Ha˚ kommune i Rogaland, SV- Norge. AmS-Varia 42, Stavanger. 
Lillehammer, G. 2005. Konflikter i landskapet. Kulturminnevern og kulturforsta˚else: Alvedans og
utmark i Ha˚ kommune i Rogaland, SV-Norge. Available online at: http://www.ark.museum. no/AmS-
NETT/publik-001.htm (accessed 21 November 2005). 
Lillehammer, G. 2006. Til patriarklandets pris – Sosial struktur og kulturkonflikter i 
kulturminnevernet. In Barndon, R., Innselset, S.M., Kristoffersen, K.K. & Lødøen, T.K. (eds.). 
Samfunn, symboler og identitet – Festskrift til Gro Mandt pa˚ 70-a˚rs dagen, pp. 511–524. UBAS
Nordisk, Universitetet i Bergen Arkeologiske Skrifter 3. 
Lillehammer, G. in prep a. Making them draw. The use of drawings in research into public attitudes 
towards the past. In Sørensen, M.L.S. & Carman, J. (eds.). Making the Means Transparent: Research 
Methodologies  in Heritage Studies. Forthcoming, Routledge, London. 
Lillehammer, G. in prep. b. Landscape mythologies and landscape perceptions – the fairy circles of 
the Jæren region, South-western Norway. Submitted to JONAS 15. 
Lillehammer, G. in prep. c. Something about children. In Dommasnes, L.H. & Wrigglesworth, M. (eds.). 
Children, Identities and the Past. Forthcoming, Cambridge Scholars Publishing. 
Lillehammer, G. & Prøsch-Danielsen, L. 2001. Konflikt som kontakt: Kulturminnet alvedans pa˚ Jæren. 
In Skar, B. (ed.). Kulturminner og miljø. Forskning i grenseland mellom natur og kultur, pp. 35–
63. Norsk institutt for kulturminneforskning, Oslo.
Lindanger, B. 1975. Jordbrukskrisa i Nærbø i mellomalderen. Upublisert hovedfagsoppgave, 
Universitetet i Bergen. 
Lov 2001. Lov 9. Juni 1978 nr. 50 om Kulturminner, med Endringer senest 2000 nr. 14. 
Kulturminneloven. T–1343, Det Kongelige Miljøverndepartement, Oslo. 
Lowe, J. & Pederson, E. 1983. Human Geography. An Integrated Approach. John Wiley & Sons, New 
York. 
Lowenthal, D. 1998. The Heritage Crusade and the Spoils of History. Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge. 
Mjaaland, G. 2004. Kulturminnevern og landbruk. Grunneiernes holdninger og kunnskap i Klepp kommune 
I Rogaland og A˚mli kommune i Aust-Agder. Hovedfagsoppgave i arkeologi, Universitetet i Tromsø. 
Myhre, B. 1974. Iron Age farms in Southwest Norway – The  development  of  the  agrarian landscape 
on Jæren. Norwegian Archaeologival Review 7(1), 39–40, 63–83. 
Myhre,   B.   2004.   Agriculture,   landscape   and society  ca.  4000  BC–AD   800.  In Almås,  R. (ed.).
Norwegian Agricultural History, pp. 14–77. Tapir Academic Press, Trondheim.  
NRO 1937. Landskap. Norsk Riksmålsordbok. H. Aschehoug & Co (W. Nygaard), Oslo. 
Prøsch-Danielsen, L. 1996. Vegetasjonshistoriske undersøkelser av felt med rydningsrøyser pa˚ Forsand 
gnr. 41, bnr. 6, Forsand i Rogaland. NIKU Oppdragsmelding  10,  pp.  1–31. 
Prøsch-Danielsen, L.  2001.  The environmental aspects and palynological signals of the ‘fairy- circles’ – 
ancient  monuments  linked  to  the coastal   heathland   of   Jæren,   south-western Norway. 
Environmental Archaeology 4, 41–59. 
 Prøsch-Danielsen, L. & Simonsen, A.  2000a. Paleoecological investigations towards reconstruction of 
the history of forest clearances and coastal heathlands in south-western Norway. Vegetation History 
and Archaeology 9, 189–204. 
Prøsch-Danielsen, L. & Simonsen, A. 2000b. The Deforestation Patterns and the Heath Establishment 
of the coastal Section of south- western Norway. AmS-Skrifter 15, Stavanger. 
Rosenlund, L. 2000. Social Structures and Change. Applying Pierre Bourdieus’ Approach and analytic 
Framework. Working Papers from Stavanger University College 85/2000, Stavanger. 
Ruggles, C. 2005. Archaeoastronomy. In Renfrew, C. & Bahn, P. (eds.). Archaeology. The Key 
Concepts, pp. 11–16. Routledge, London and New York. 
Rønneseth, O. 2001. Gard og gjerde. Faser i utviklingen av Jærens kulturlandskap. Erling 
Skjalgssonselskapet, Stavanger. 
Sageidet, B. 2005. Sub-local differences in late Holocene land use at Orstad, Jæren in SW Norway. In A 
Geoarchaeological Study of Processes that formed the Cultural Landscape at Orstad, Jæren, SW-
Norway, in Prehistoric Times. Dr.   Scientiarum   Thesis   2005:17,   Norwegian 
University of Life Sciences, A˚ s, 51–71. 
Schou, A., Thoresen-Larssen, K., Arge, S.A., Bjarnarson, G., Seppa¨nen, R., Blomquist, H., 
Gaukstad, E., Gustavsson, J.B. & Berg, J. 2000. Jordbrugslandskabets kulturværdier – historisk 
udvikling, politikker og styringsmidler i Norden. TemaNord 2000:520, Nordisk Ministerra˚d, 
København. 
Scott, J. 1985. Weapons for the Weak. Everyday Forms of Peasant Resistance. Yale University Press, 
New Haven and London. 
Setten, G. 2000a. Farmers, planners and the moral message of nature. Ethics, Place and Environment 
3, 220–225. 
Setten, G. 2000b. Gendered landscapes: the relevance of a gendered nature-culture dualism in
Norwegian farming practices. In Szczygiel, B., Carubia, J. & Dowler, L. (eds.). 
 Gendered Landscapes. An Interdisciplinary Exploration of   Past   Space   and   Place, pp. 149–156. 
Center for studies in landscape history, The Pensylviania State University. 
Setten, G. 2001. Perceiving landscapes – producing moral geographies. In Lægran, A.S. & Myklebust, 
F. (eds.). Contemporary Debates in the Discipline of Geography: Space and Place, Landscape and 
Environment. Papers from the Department of Geography, University of Trondheim, pp. 18–34. 
Skrede, M.A. 2002. Utmark og gard. Nærstudier av tufteomra˚de i Friksdalen i Leikanger, Sogn og 
Fjordane. Hovudfagsoppgave i arkeologi, Universitetet i Bergen, Bergen. 
Solberg 2000. Jernalderen i Norge. Cappelen Akademiske Forlag, Oslo. 
Solli, B. 2002. Seid. Myter, sjamanisme og kjønn i vikingenes tid. Pax Forlag, Oslo. 
Soltvedt, E.-C., Løken, T., Prøsch-Danielsen, L., 
Børsheim, R. & Oma, K. 2007. Bøndene pa˚ Kva˚lehodlene. Boplass-, jordbruks- og landskapsutvikling 
gjennom 6000 a˚r pa˚ Jæren, SV Norge. AmS-Varia  47,  Stavanger. 
Steinsland, G. 2005. The late Iron Age worldview and the concept of ‘utmark’. In Holm, I., Innselset, 
S. & Øye, I. (eds.). ‘Utmark’. The Outfield as Industry and Ideology in the Iron Age and the Middle 
Ages, pp. 137–146. UBAS International1. University of Bergen Archaeological Series.  
Stene, K., Amundsen, T., Risbøl, O. & Skare, K. 2005. ‘Utmarkens grøde’. Mellom registrering og 
utgravning i Gra˚fjellomra˚det, Østerdalen. Varia 59, Oslo. 
Svensson, E. 2005. Utmark som landskap. In Stene, K., Amundsen, T., Risbøl,  O.  & Skare, K. 
(eds.). ‘Utmarkens grøde’. Mellom registrering og utgravning i Gra˚fjellomra˚det, Østerdalen, pp. 
125–138. Varia 59, Oslo. 
Taylor, J.G. 1989. Book Review: Scott J. C. 1989 Weapons for the Weak. Everyday forms of Peasant 
Resistance. The Journal of Peasant Studies 16, 318–321. 
Thomas,  J.  2001.  Archaeologies of  place  and landscape. In Hodder, I. (ed.). Archaeological 
Theory Today, pp. 165–186. Polity, Cambridge. Turnbridge,    J.E.    &    Ashworth,    G.J.    1996. 
Dissonant  Heritage.  The  Management of  the Past   as   a   Resource   in   Conflict.   Wiley, 
Chichester. 
Zachrisson, I. 2005. Sami and Norse in central Scandinavia in the Iron Age and Middle Ages. In 
Holm, I., Innselset, S. & Øye, I. (eds.). ‘Utmark’. The Outfield as Industry and Ideology in  the  Iron 
Age  and   the   Middle   Ages, pp. 193–201. UBAS International 1, University of Bergen 
Archaeological Series. 
Øye, I. 2002. Landbruk under press 800–1350. In Myhre, B. & Øye, I., Jorda blir levevei. Norges 
landbrukshistorie I, Det Norske Samlaget, Oslo. 
Øye, I. 2004. Farming systems and rural societies ca. 800–1350. In Alma˚ s, R. (ed.). Norwegian 
Agricultural History, pp. 80–139. Tapir Academic Press, Trondheim. 
Øye, I. 2005.  Introduction. In Holm, I., Innselset, S. & Øye, I. (eds.). ‘Utmark’. The Outfield as 
Industry and Ideology in the Iron Age and the Middle Ages, pp. 9–20. UBAS International 1, 
University of Bergen Archaeological Series. 
